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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Final Office Action is responsive to the amendment of 16 November 2009. 
Currently Claims 11-38 and 49-72 are pending. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The 35 USC 1 01 and 1 1 2 rejections are withdrawn 

Response to Argument 

3. The arguments have been fully considered but are moot in view of new grounds 
of rejection 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4 The following is a quotation of 35 USC. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 11-38 and 49-70 are rejected under 35 USC. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over "A social exchange architecture for distributed Web communities" 
Amrit Tiwana, Ashley Bush. Journal of Knowledge Management. Kempston: 2001 . Vol. 
5, Iss. 3; p. 242 (7 pages), (hereinafter Tiwana) in view of US 6952678 Williams 
(hereinafter Williams) 



Regarding Claim 1, Tiwana teaches: 
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11. (Original) A method in a computing device for selecting information to 
provide to users based on reputations of evaluators of the information, the 
method comprising: 

receiving from a reviewer user a review related to an item available from a 
web merchant, the receiving of the review being performed by one or more 
programmed computing systems of the Web merchant; 

page 247 column 2, user's review a particular product (i.e. an item). 

receiving multiple evaluations of the review, each of the multiple 
evaluations being from one of multiple evaluator users, who each has an existing 
reputation weight for the Web merchant that is based at least in part on previous 
evaluations supplied by that evaluator user for multiple other reviews for items 
available from the Web merchant , each received evaluation including a 
quantitative assessment of contents of the review for each of one or more of 
multiple content rating dimensions available for use in assessing the review, 

page 247 column 2, user's review a particular review of an item, based on a two- 
level feedback scale. Thus the reviews of the review are indicating a level of agreement 
with the review regarding whether they found them of value. 

automatically generating an aggregate assessment of the content of the 
review based at least in part on combining quantitative assessments from the 
received evaluations for the review, 
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page 246 column 2, based on the reviewers evaluation of a review, votes of 
useful and not userful are tallied for a particular user. 

Tiwana teaches a recommender system where users rate other reviewers' 
ratings, but does not teach; however Williams teaches: 

the generated aggregate assessments being further based on the existing 
reputation weights of the evaluator users in such a manner that a first 
quantitative assessment from a first evaluator user with a first reputation weight 
has a different impact on that generated aggregate assessment than that first 
quantitative assessment from a distinct second evaluator user with a distinct 
second reputation weight; the automatic generating being performed by the one 
or more programmed computing systems, 

See Figure 3 - note Merit, Links and wisdom coefficients for voting online - note 
the announcement - the more that a person has accomplished online, the more their 
vote counts - see also column 4 line 5-10 - influence weighted voting; 

column 7 line 57-67 - column 8 line 1-10; workers increase their influence 
through their contributions to the working community; 

column 8 line 53-63; the users judge each others' online contributions which 
affect their online credentials. 

Column 9 line 45-67, wisdom and influence are credentials which are increased 
based on other's ratings of that user - these credentials can go up or down 
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Column 10 line 5-10 - influence weighted voting occurs when a user's 
credentials (based on another feedback indicator related to the conduct of the other 
member) are used to weight that user's rating of a user online (i.e. an adjustment based 
on the credential of another member) - see also column 12 line 27-30. 

automatically updating the existing reputation weights for each of one or 
more of the evaluator users based on a relationship of the quantitative 
assessments from the evaluation of that evaluator user to the quantitative 
assessments from the evaluations of other of the evaluator users, the automatic 
updating being performed by one or more programmed computing systems; and 

column 1 1 line 33-44; the weights are calculated for each credential; these 
weights are based on 

column 16 line 1-30; col. 17:55-60, Figures 6a and 6b; Figure 7 #708, the credit 
earned (which affect a person's influence score) associated with an evaluation (by an 
evaluator user, i.e. someone who is providing feedback to another posting online) are 
determined based on the total merit assigned (see Figure 14 #1402-1408). 

Thus the evaluation of a post about an idea (i.e. an evaluation of that idea) is 
evaluated by others reviewing the postings. Based on what other assessments are 
made (i.e. the quantitative assessments from the evaluations of other evaluator users) 
affect how much merit a person earns, which then adjusts their influence score 

For each of the multiple additional users of the web merchant who are 
distinct from the multiple evaluator users and from the reviewer user, determining 
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whether to provide the review to the additional user based at least in part on the 
automatically generated aggregate assessments for the content of the review. 

Figure 5; Column 14 line 64 - column 15 line 4; the various ideas can be sorted 
according to outlook (i.e. whether an idea is rated in aggregate by the evaluators as 
being high or low). Further Figure 6A shows that various evaluations of an idea (and 
those evaluations of those comments or evaluations) can be sorted (e.g. by thread). 
While not explicitly showing that the comments (i.e. evaluations) can be sorted or 
filtered by the aggregate assessments (and thus shown based on those aggregate 
assessments) as is discussed above Williams does show that the aggregate 
assessments of an evaluation are used to determine how much merit is given to a user 
who posted that comment (i.e. evaluation). Thus determining whether to show a 
comment (i.e. an evaluation) based on the aggregate assessment of that comment 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
because elsewhere Williams does show filtering and displaying based on the aggregate 
assessment (e.g. for ideas that are abandoned or adopted) and the combination would 
have been predictable by using a technique elsewhere used by Williams to achieve a 
predictable result by filtering (i.e. displaying) a comment (i.e. an evaluation) based on 
aggregate assessments for the comment of the review. 
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Williams teaches that using these credentials provides for an online community 
that is self organizing - for example, weighting the influence credential provides for 
leadership to emerge (see column 12 line 1-10; also see column 1 line 58-59). 

Tiwana and Willaims both address the use of approaches to track and 
recommend items to a user, thus they both are analogous art. Tiwana teaches rating 
items in an online community where a user becomes a top participant based on their 
feedback of other items. Williams shows how users in an online population evaluate 
each other's evaluations and how those evaluations of the evaluations are processed to 
provide users with additional influence in the online community, thus organizing the 
community to identify the thought leaders in the community. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tiwana to include the teachings of Willaims, 
because it would have provided a predictable result in using the influence weighted 
approach taught by Williams in the online evaluation system of Tiwana. The 
combination is predictable and does not destroy either the teachings of Tiwana or 
Willaims. Additionally, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized the self 
organizing advantages of Williams in providing a way for a community to organize itself 
by identifying those making the most contributions (i.e. through providing evaluations 
and evaluations of those evaluations) to thus identify leadership in the community. 
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Regarding Claim 12, Tiwana teaches: 

12. (Original) The method of claim 11 including, before the automatic 
updating of the reputation weights of the one or more evaluator users, 
determining whether the received evaluations satisfy an evaluator reputation 
calculation threshold, and wherein the automatic updating of the reputation 
weights of the one or more evaluator users is performed only when it is 
determined that the received evaluations satisfy the evaluator reputation 
calculation threshold 

Page 247 column 2, evaluations for a user are counted as "useful", i.e. using a 
threshold to determine when the votes are counted (versus useless ratings of a user's 
reviews). 

Regarding Claim 13, Tiwana teaches: 

13. (Original) The method of claim 12 wherein the evaluator reputation 
calculation threshold is based at least in part on a minimum degree of consensus 
existing among the received evaluations, and wherein the determining includes 
automatically calculating the existing degree of consensus among the received 
evaluations. 

Page 247 column 2, the minimum degree of consensus is based on a useful or 
useless rating. 
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Regarding Claim 14, Tiwana teaches measuring a user's ratings to that of a 
group as per the average group and average member contributions (page 245 column 
2). Tiwana does not teach, but Willaims teaches: 

14. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein the relationship of the 
quantitative assessments from the evaluation of an evaluator user to the 
quantitative assessments from the evaluations of other of the evaluator users 
that is used when automatically updating the reputation weight for that evaluator 
user is based on a degree of agreement between the quantitative assessments 
from the evaluation of the evaluator user and quantitative assessments from a 
consensus evaluation for the received evaluations. 

As per above, the degree of agreement (i.e. how much the other user's agree 
with a user's comment) is used to determine how much influence and merit a user 
earns. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tiwana to include the teachings of Willaims, 
because it would have provided a predictable result in using the weighted approach 
taught by Willaims in the online evaluation system of Tiwana. The combination is 
predictable and does not destroy either the teachings of Tiwana or Willaims. 

Regarding Claim 15, Tiwana does not teach, but Willaims teaches: 
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15. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein the reputation weights of the 
evaluator users that are used in the automatic generating of the aggregate 
assessments of the content of the review were automatically generated based on 
the previous evaluations by those evaluator users. 

As per above, the weights used in measuring influence for a user are based on 
given (i.e. previous) evaluations by those evaluator users. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tiwana to include the teachings of Willaims, 
because it would have provided a predictable result in using the weighted approach 
taught by Willaims in the online evaluation system of Tiwana. The combination is 
predictable and does not destroy either the teachings of Tiwana or Willaims. 

Regarding Claim 16, Tiwana teaches user's rating another user's rating and 
does not teach, but Willaims teaches: 

16. (Original) The method of claim 11 including, after the receiving of the 
evaluations from the evaluator users, for each of at least some of the evaluations 
receiving one or more ratings of the evaluation from users other than the 
evaluator user that provided the evaluation, and automatically modifying the 
reputation weights for evaluator users whose evaluations received ratings based 
at least in part on those ratings. 
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As per above, all users in Williams receive updated reputation weights based on 
ratings of their evaluations. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tiwana to include the teachings of Williams, 
because it would have provided a predictable result in using the weighted approach 
taught by Williams in the online evaluation system of Tiwana. The combination is 
predictable and does not destroy either the teachings of Tiwana or Williams. 

Regarding Claim 17, Tiwana teaches: 

17. (Original) The method of claim 11 including, after the automatic 
updating of the reputation weights of the one or more evaluator users, receiving 
an indication that the content is no longer in use for determining reputation 
weights of the evaluator users, and automatically updating the reputation weights 
for each of those evaluator users to remove influence based on the relationship 
of the quantitative assessments from the evaluation of that evaluator user to the 
quantitative assessments from the evaluations of other of the evaluator users. 

Page 245 column 2, based on the time selected (ratings of contributions per 
week or month) suggests that ratings provided by individual users have a time element 
- furthermore Tiwana teaches the ratings of users over time - see page 244 column 2). 
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This suggests the modification of William's weight calculations be based on a 
view that takes into account time periods (i.e. weekly or monthly as suggested by 
Tiwana). 

Regarding Claim 18, Tiwana does not teach but Willaims teaches: 
18. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein the automatic generating of 
the aggregate assessments of the content of the review is further based in part 
on an existing reputation weight of the reviewer user from which the review was 
received. 

Column 1 6 line 1 0-20; the aggregate assessment of the content of the review is 
based in part on the existing reputation weight of the user from which the review was 
received (e.g. in the example given the rating was 2 and the weight was 3.3, then the 
assessment is 2 x 3.3 or 6.6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tiwana to include the teachings of Williams, 
because it would have provided a predictable result in using the weighted approach 
taught by Williams in the online evaluation system of Tiwana. The combination is 
predictable and does not destroy either the teachings of Tiwana or Williams. 

Regarding Claim 19, Tiwana does not teach but Williams teaches: 
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19. (Original) The method of claim 18 wherein the reputation weight of the 
reviewer user is based on a degree of consistency between one or more of the 
automatically generated aggregate assessments of the content of the review and 
automatically generated aggregate assessments of the content of previous 
reviews received from the reviewer user. 

As per above, the reputation weight is based on both past assessments of 
previous reviews (how other's rated those reviews in the past) and how others view a 
current review. For example, if past reviews showed a high regard by others for a 
user's review and a current review has low regard, then this would incrementally 
decrease the reputation weight for that particular user. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tiwana to include the teachings of Williams, 
because it would have provided a predictable result in using the weighted approach 
taught by Williams in the online evaluation system of Tiwana. The combination is 
predictable and does not destroy either the teachings of Tiwana or Williams. 

Regarding Claim 20, Tiwana teaches: 

20. (Original) The method of claim 11 including automatically updating a 
reputation weight of the reviewer user from which the review was received based 
at least in part on one or more of the automatically generated aggregate 
assessments of the content of the review. 
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Page 2 column 2, Delgado teaches that all the users in a population who provide 
an evaluation or rating have their weights updated based on the similarity (mathematical 
similarity) of that rating with the majority. The weights include comparison with the 
majority for all reviews that have been given. 

Regarding Claim 21 , Tiwana does not teach, but Williams teaches: 

21. (Original) The method of claim 20 including, before the automatic 
updating of the reputation weight of the reviewer user, determining whether the 
received evaluations satisfy an author reputation calculation threshold, and 
wherein the automatic updating of the reputation weight of the reviewer user is 
performed only when it is determined that the received evaluations satisfy the 
author reputation calculation threshold. 

Column 14 line 23-30, Since Williams suggests that negative or positive weights 
suggests dissimilar or similar tastes (i.e. likes) respectively, this suggests that weights 
for similar tastes be updated only when the correlation is positive, i.e. the user is rating 
something that they like in comparison with the population. 

Regarding Claim 22, Tiwana teaches: 

22. (Original) The method of claim 11 including, before the automatic 
generating of the aggregate assessments of the content of the review, 
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determining whether the received evaluations satisfy a content rating threshold, 
and wherein the automatic generating of the aggregate assessments of the 
content of the review is performed only when it is determined that the received 
evaluations satisfy the content rating threshold. 

Page 247 column 2, evaluations for a user are counted as "useful", i.e. using a 
threshold to determine when the votes are counted (versus useless ratings of a user's 
reviews). 



Regarding Claim 23, Tiwana teaches: 

23. (Currently Amended) The method of claim 22 wherein the content rating 
threshold is based at least in part on a weighted number of the evaluations 
received for the review from the evaluator users that is based on the reputation 
weights of the evaluator users in such a manner that an evaluation from a first 
evaluator user with a first reputation weight has a different impact on that 
weighted number of evaluations than an evaluation from a distinct second 
evaluator user with a distinct second reputation weight. 

Tiwana teaches receiving evaluations for a review from various users. These 
ratings are not weighted. As discussed above, Delgado teaches weighting reviews from 
users based on their past history (i.e. different users have different weights based on 
their previous weightings. 
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Regarding Claim 24, Tiwana teaches: 

24. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein each of the received 
evaluations include quantitative assessments of the contents of the review for 
each of the multiple available content rating dimensions. 

Page 247 column 2, evaluations for a user are counted as "useful", i.e. using a 
threshold to determine when the votes are counted (versus useless ratings of a user's 
reviews). Also see page 247 column 1 , a 1 to 5 rating. 

Regarding Claim 25, Tiwana teaches: 

25. (Original) The method of claim 24 including, before the receiving of the 
evaluations of the review, determining the multiple available content rating 
dimensions. 

page 247 column 1 , a 1 to 5 rating 

Regarding Claim 26, Tiwana teaches: 

26. (Original) The method of claim 11 including, before the receiving of the 
evaluations of the review, soliciting the evaluator users to provide evaluations of 
the review, the solicitations including indications of the multiple available content 
rating dimensions. 
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Page 247 column 1 , users can rate messages (i.e. are solicited to) according to 
multiple available rating dimensions (i.e. 1 through 5). 

Regarding Claim 27, Tiwana teaches: 

27. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein the automatic generating of 
the aggregate assessments of the content of the review includes generating an 
aggregate assessment for each of the multiple available content rating 
dimensions. 

Figure 3 shows an aggregate assessment for each of the multiple available 
content rating (i.e. various stars given). 

Regarding Claim 28, Tiwana teaches: 

28. (Original) The method of claim 27 including automatically generating an 
overall aggregate assessment of the review based at least in part on the 
automatically generated aggregate assessments of the content of the review. 

Column 247 column 1 para 2, each message (i.e. item) by a user has shown for 
that item all the ratings by the users in the community. 



Regarding Claim 29, Tiwana teaches: 
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29. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein the automatically generated 
aggregate assessments of the content of the review are each further based on a 
sales weighting for each of one or more of the evaluator users, the sales 
weighting of an evaluator user reflecting an amount of prior sales to that 
evaluator user. 

Page 247 column 2, amazon.com users are rating products that the company 
has sold (i.e. that they have purchased). 

Regarding Claim 30, Tiwana teaches: 

30. (Original) The method of claim 11 including, after the automatic 
updating of the reputation weights for the evaluator users, ranking each evaluator 
user relative to other evaluator users based at least in part on automatically 
generated evaluator reputation scores of those evaluator users. 

Page 247 column 2, rankings of users compared to other users. 

Regarding Claim 31, Tiwana teaches: 

31 . (Original) The method of claim 30 wherein the reputation weight for 
each of the evaluator users is based on a combination of quantity and quality of 
evaluations provided by that evaluator user, 
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Page 247 column 2, reputation is based on the useful votes obtained from a total 
number of ratings. 

and including automatically generating a distinct evaluator reputation 
rating score for each of the evaluator users based solely on the quality of the 
evaluations provided by that evaluator user, and wherein the evaluator reputation 
scores used for the ranking are the evaluator reputation rating scores. 

Page 247 votes are based on useful ratings by a reviewer 

Regarding Claim 32, Tiwana teaches: 

32. (Original) The method of claim 30 including providing visible feedback 
to users of the rankings of at least some of the evaluator users. 

Page 246 Figure 3. 

Regarding Claim 33, Tiwana teaches: 

33. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein at least some of the evaluator 
users each have multiple existing reputation weights that correspond to previous 
evaluations by those evaluator users of content of different categories, and 
including, before the automatic updating of the reputation weights for the 
evaluator users, determining a category of the review, and wherein the automatic 
updating of the reputation weights of evaluator users that have multiple existing 
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reputation weights is performed for an existing reputation weight of that 
evaluator user for the determined category. 

Tiwana teaches a user participating in a particular group (page 245 column 1 - 
contributions to that group). Tiwana also suggests various groups or web-based 
communities existing - table 1 on page 244. This suggests a user may participate in 
several groups on the internet. The participating in several groups suggests that ratings 
for that group or community will be different. Thus in combination with the rating 
weighting approach of Delgado teaches that weights would be different based on the 
participation in the group (i.e. category of review). 

Regarding Claim 34, Tiwana teaches: 

34. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein at least some of the evaluator 
users each have multiple existing reputation weights that correspond to different 
types of activities previously performed by those evaluator users, and wherein 
the automatic updating of the reputation weights of evaluator users that have 
multiple existing reputation weights is performed for an existing reputation 
weight of that evaluator user corresponding to prior review evaluation activities 
of that evaluator user. 

Tiwana teaches a user participating in a particular group (page 245 column 1 - 
contributions to that group). Tiwana also suggests various groups or web-based 
communities existing - table 1 on page 244. This suggests a user may participate in 
several groups on the internet. The participating in several groups suggests that ratings 
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for that group or community will be different. Thus in combination with the rating 
weighting approach of Delgado teaches that weights would be different based on the 
participation in the group. 

Regarding Claim 35, Tiwana teaches: 

35. (Original) The method of claim 11 including, after the automatic 
updating of the reputation weights for the evaluator users, providing indications 
of the reputation weights for one or more of those evaluator users to one or more 
third-party computing devices so that they can interact with those evaluator 
users based on those reputation weights. 

Page 246 Figure 4, rating visualizer. 

Regarding Claim 36, Tiwana teaches: 

36. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein the method is performed by 
the computing device on behalf of another computing system with whom the 
evaluator users are interacting, the method performed as a service to the another 
computing system. 

Page 247 column 1 para 1 , Tiwana teaches the method operating over the web 
(i.e. as a service to another computing system, i.e. the internet). 
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Regarding Claim 37, Tiwana teaches: 

37. (Original) The method of claim 11 including receiving from one or more 
third- party computing devices information related to the reputations of one or 
more of the evaluator users, the received information based on interactions of 
those evaluator users with those third- party computing devices, and 
automatically updating the reputation weights for each of those evaluator users 
based on the received information. 

Page 247 column 1 para 1 , Tiwana teaches the method operating over the web 
(i.e. through a third party computing device). 

Regarding Claim 38, Tiwana teaches: 

38. (Original) The method of claim 11 wherein the review is information 
obtained from a blog authored by the reviewer user. 

Tiwana teaches information obtained from messages in a community (i.e. items 
rated). Tiwana does not teach where the review is information obtained from a blog 
authored by the reviewer user, however the claimed functionality of what is done with 
the data is the same, i.e., the recited method steps would be performed the same 
regardless of the specific data. Further, the structural elements remain the same 
regardless of the specific data. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the 
claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 
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1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP'2106. 

Claims 49-68 recite similar limitations to those addressed by the rejection of 
claims 1 1-38 above, and are therefore rejected under the same rationale. 

Furthermore regarding Claim 49, Tiwana teaches software for performing the 
method (see page 244 "web based front end" and page 246 Figure 3. Also note Figure 
4 on page 246) and regarding Claim 59, Tiwana teaches an apparatus for performing 
the method steps (see Figure 4 page 246, "physical level"). 

Regarding Claim 69, Tiwana does not teach, but Williams teaches 
69. (New) The method of claim 11 wherein the automatic generating of the 

aggregate assessment of the content of the review based on the existing 

reputation weights of the evaluator users is performed in a manner independent 

of the multiple additional users. 

As discussed above, Williams teaches only those individuals who have evaluated 

evaluations contribute to the aggregate assessment of that evaluation - this is done 

independently of the other users. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tiwana to include the teachings of Williams, 
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because it would have provided a predictable result in using the weighted approach 
taught by Williams in the online evaluation system of Tiwana. The combination is 
predictable and does not destroy either the teachings of Tiwana or Williams. 

Regarding Claim 70, Tiwana does not teach, but Williams teaches 

70. (New) The method of claim 69 wherein the automatic updating of the 

existing reputation weights of the one or more evaluator users is performed in a 

manner independent of the multiple additional users. 

As discussed above, Williams teaches that the updating of the weights is done 
based only on those how have participating in the evaluations of the evaluations (e.g. 
the comments and voting on a feedback post about an idea) - the reputation weights 
are updated independent of those who have not participated (i.e. the multiple additional 
users). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tiwana to include the teachings of Williams, 
because it would have provided a predictable result in using the weighted approach 
taught by Williams in the online evaluation system of Tiwana. The combination is 
predictable and does not destroy either the teachings of Tiwana or Williams. 
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6. Claims 71 and 72 are rejected under 35 USC. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tiwana in view of Williams and further in view of "Recommender systems: a 
GroupLens perspective", JA Konstan, J Riedl, A Borchers, JL ... - ... systems: Papers 
from the 1998 - aaai.org 
(hereinafter Konstan) 

Regarding Claims 71 and 72, Tiwana and Williams teach a recommender 
system that relies upon a single dimension content rating. 

Tiwana and Williams do not teach there are multiple content rating dimensions 
with two dimensions as per: 

wherein the multiple available content rating dimensions include at least 
two of usefulness, accuracy, informativeness, and humorousness. 

However the use of multiple content rating dimensions in recommender systems 
is taught by Konstan. 

Konstan teaches that recommender systems can operate across more than one 
dimension (i.e. those providing feedback can rate something in more than one category 
- see page 63 column 1 under user interface. Here Konstan teaches that using more 
than one rating dimension for evaluation is known in the art of recommendation 
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systems. Konstan teaches that there are items that naturally lend themselves to being 
rated in more than one dimension. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have modified 
the collective teachings of Tiwana and Williams regarding an online evaluation system 
which rates on one dimension where user's ratings are weighted based on their 
demonstrated online proficiency (as evaluated by other users) to include the step of 
providing ratings which are multidimensional (i.e. across more than one dimension) 
because it would have provided a predictable result in providing a weighted evaluation 
scheme which rates evaluations across more than one dimension. 



Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 



"DIVA: applying decision theory to collaborative filtering" H Nguyen, P Haddawy 
of the AAAI Workshop on Recommender Systems, 1998 - aaai.org 
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A multiple attribute utility theory approach to ranking and selection jstor.org, J 
Butler, DJ Morrice, PW Mullarkey - Management Science, 2001 - jstor.org 



GroupLens: An open architecture for collaborative filtering of netnews P Resnick, 
N lacovou, M Suchak, P ... - Proceedings of the 1994 - portal.acm.org 

Integrating knowledge-based and collaborative-filtering recommender systems 
R Burke - Proceedings of the Workshop on Al and Electronic 1999 - aaai.org 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan G. Sterrett whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6881 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Boswell can be reached on 571-272-6737. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

6. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

JGS 2-2-2010 

/Jonathan G. Sterrett/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 
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